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REMARKS 

Examiner objected to claims 2-7. 15-20, 22-27 and 30 as being dependent up^ 
rejeeted base elaim. but would be aUowable if rewritten in independent fonn ineluding all of the 

limitations of the base claim and any interveiting claims. 

The Exaa,incrrcjectcdclaimsl.8-nandl4under35U.S.a§l02(b)as allegedly being 

anticipated by Coolbaugli et al. (US 2002/01857O8). 

The Examiner rejected claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b) as allegedly being anticipated 

by Euions et al. (US 6,1 00,1 52). 

• . ^.i,5m«i9R 29 31 and 32 under 35 U.S.C.§102(b) as allegedly 
The Examiner rejected claims 28, zv, J » , anu 

being anticlpaled by Emons et al. cited above. 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1. 12and 13under35U.S.C. §l02(e) as allegedly being 

anticipated by Khalcr et al. (US 2004/01 88797). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the § 1 02 rejections with the following arguments. 
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!«; II.S.C. S102 

The Examincrn^cctcd oWms 1. 8-11 »nd .4 u^cr 35 U.S.C. 5102(b) as allegedly being 
articipated by Coolbaush et al. (US 20O2A)185708). 

Applicants «sp«tfully contend that Coolbaugh <locs not anticipate claim 1 . because 
Cco,bau»hdoesno.teacl>eachancievcryfea«.rcofc,ain.l. For example. Cootoanih does not 
tcacb the step ofW if a Hrat yield orthe to. plurality of idenUeal semiconductor s.ruet„«s is 
no. within a pre-spcciticd range of a targ« yicld.-R.nnlng asccond plurality of identical 
senneondaetor structures...." Here, the stq, of "fonning aseeond plurality ofidentieal 
so^iconduetor structures" is aconditional step which is perfonned if the if eondidon ta step (b) 
ofclaim lis satisfied, m contrast, Coolbaugh docs not teach any conditional step based on a 

condition of a yield. 

In bullet number 2 of the Offlee Action, the Examtaer alleges that -Hndependent claims 1 

and 14 recite ». "ifeondition. which inch.de an option where the Urs. yield of the first plurality 

ofidentieal sen,iconductcr stn,ctures is within a prcspceif.ed range, leading to a second run to 

form a second plurality ofidentieal semiconductor structures being no. carried out. In mis 

instant, the referee reads on every linritation of the claims." Applicants respeCrhUy .naintain 

a,al claim 1 does not explicitly or impliedly include such a conditional step as allegedby 
Examtaer. Mere spccir.cally,claimtdocs no. expUeitly or impliedlyindude the alleged step of 

not fonning the second pluraHty of identical semieonductor 3tn,ctu,es if the f^rst yield is within 

the pre-specificd range. 

B^cd on the prccediag arguments. Applicants respectfully mamlaJn thai Coolbaugh does 
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„„. „Udp..e cteim 1. ^ .ha. dim 1 is in «ndidon for al.ow»,o,. Sinc= claims 8- 1 1 depcnC 
tan olai,n 1. AppHca..a contend .ha. Caims 8-1 . a» likewise in condition for allowance. 

Applicants respectfully contend Ital Coolbaugh does not anticipate claim 14. because 
Coolbau^-does nottcacheachand every feat„n,of Cain, U. For example. CoolbaugKdoesno, 

teach the step of 'W it. yi^-d ofthe flrst plurality of id«,tical semiconduc^r s,™c.u«s is 
no, within a prcspeci lied range of . target yield, forming . second plurality of identical 
semiconductor structures..," Here, the stop of "focming a second plurality of idenUcal 
scniconductor str„c«,rcs" is a conditional step whichis pcrlbrmed if the ifcondition in step (b) 
orclaim 14 is satisned. In contrast. Coolbaueh does .to. teach any conditional step based on a 
condition of a yield 

Similar to the arguments for claim I above. Applicants also rcspect&Uy iT.aiatain that 
claim 14 does not explicitly or impliedly include such a conditior,al slop as alleged by Examiner 
iu bullet number 2 of the Office Action. More spccif.cally, claim 14 does not explicitly or 
impliedly iaclude the alleged step of not forming the second plurality of identical semiconductor 

structures if the first yield is witliiu the pre-specified ransc. 

Based on the preceding aiguments. Applicants respectfullymaintaintl.atCoolbau8l. does 

not anticipate claim 14. and that claim 14 is in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner rejected claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b) as allegedly being anticipated 

by Rmons ct al. (US 6.100.152). 

AppUcants respectfully contend that Emons does not anticipate claim 21 . because Emons 
does not teach each and every featureofclaim21. For exai^plcEmons docs notteaeh the step 

of "(b) if a fust yield of the first plurality of identical semiconductor stmctures is not within a 
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ransc of a .arg« yi* S>-i«S • «=-d « Of idcn«ca, .„.icon.ue.o, 
s,™c.«os..."H«MKos..pof"ro„ni.,sasccondp.u,*ycfid™Uca.s»nioo„«or 

„s" i« . eo„dmo»l ^.CP wHch iap^formoO f f *oif oondiUon in slep (b) of Cain, 21 ,s 
,a.i.nca. in « Emons do,s no. .caoh any conditional ..ep bas«. on acondi.ion of a yold. 

,„ »nnbcr 3 of... Office Action. U.c Examine aUcges U,a, 'Uo Cain, [21) ..cles 
.n..irconai«on.»bich incudes an option wh.. .ho fi«.yi..dof.h,r...p.u.U.yofidenUca. 

scmiconduc^, ^xucn^rcs is w.d.in . pro^ecifi»l ran^o. and a second n.n .o fonn a s«=ond 
p,.a,i.yofidenUcaUcmico.d«.ors.™cmr.,Uno.c,mcdou..In«Usins.an,^ 
^son.vc^li.ni»..onot*ocai™s,- Applicant rcspcc.n,.iyn>ain.ain.hatCain,2,do.. no. 

cxpiiCly or impliedly include such a condirtonal step as alleged by Exan,iner. More 
,p™ac«y.Cai,n21 docs no. cxp,ici.lyorin,p.iedlyinC.,deU» aliened s.epotno..bm,ins.bo 

sccondpU,.myofidcn.icaUen,iconduc<or3«uc.nresiftt..r,rs.yie>diswiWn««pre-spedf.^ 
ratige. 

^r^ic Annlicants resocclfuUv maintain lhal Emons does nol 
Basctl on the preccdmg arguments, Applicants respccnuuy 

anticipate claim 21. and that claim 21 is in coi^dilioa for allowance 

The Bxan,incr rejected claims 28. 29. 31, and 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly 

being anticipated by Emons et al. cited above. 

Applicant, re^cctfullycontend that Emons docs not anticipate clain. 28, because Emor. 

doesnot teach each and every featureof claim 28. For ex^nple. Emons doesnottcach the step 

of "(a) providing a relationship between a yield of the semiconductor structuro design, a 
deposition temperature, and a precursor flow rate". The"yicld" as claimed in step (a) oFclam. 
28 is a percentage of satisfactory structures in all structures fabricated according to the 
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Wconducu. — dcsien" of claim «. I« conttaa.. Emo.« <i.c. »o, any 
„l,«onslnp involving a yield of any,»cn.iconductor stnicwr. design. 

to addition. Bmons doe. not teach the «=, of "(b) selecting . large, yield for the 
.cn,ico»,ueto, sttnetu^design-aaelaintedincUi™ as. Bx«ninera,guos.l,at".he disclosure a. 

,hepa™g»phbridgingcoln,nn4and5provules.rclatU>nshipbe.v-ecnayieldofthc 
sc„,ieonductorstntclu,edea,^.ad^osi.ion.en,pon..„«.a,Klaprecnt,orflow«e."Hov,cver, 

„hatisdlsc,oseda,fl«p.ragraphbtidgi.geolumn4a„d5ofEn»„slsasclec.ionofatargel 

po,cemageforOe,o,a™„nt(20%)i.*of.n.lSiGeUyerl.and.hcsel.ctionof"oo^^^^ 
,bogasand.hegtov,mconditions"soas,oaohicve,hisG.p=rcen.age(i.e..20%).Ineon.ra.t. 

.hc»Urge,yield"a,elaimedincl.lm28is..atge.peKe„tag=of«Usrac,orys.tu«uresinall 

stt..ttures rabiicalcd according to the "semicomlactoc slvuclure design". 

Moreover. B«ons does not teach the fixture "the desi«=d deposition tomperature and the 
.csi^dprccursor flo» „.c arc dcennincd based „« the relationship". l*e -telation^ip" in 
data, 28 involves "the yield". Ineontrast.En-onsdoes not tcachany relationship mvolvinga 

yield in tlie sense of "the yield" of ctaim 28. 

Based on the preceding argun^nta. Applicants rcspcetfuUy maintain that Emons docs 
,«.t anticipate claim 28. and Utat claim 28 is in condition for allowance. 

Since cltnms 29, 31, and 32 depend from claim 28, Applicants contend that claims 29. 31. 

and 32 arc likewise in condition for allowance. 

. ... . 11. mdcr 35 use. *l02(o) as allegedly being 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 12 and 13 under « u.a.i-. s 

anticipated by Khatcr et al. (US 20(MA) 188797). 

Applicants respectfully comendthatKhater docs no. an.icip«eelalml.bec«»cKha.er 
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..(b)«.fl«t yield of.hcfi«.«otid»Uca.sc™co*c«»«c.ur«i.«o.wiW^ 
^.ir.oar.„.= of amsetyield. Conning »«=o™lp.»r^i.y of ida-Oca, «n,icond.c»r 

,WC.„«...- m .OP Of -ron-i-S » ---"-'"^ "f"""" ' 
e„„di«o„M S.CP which I. pcfbnn*. if*., f oo.diUo„ iu .op (b) of oiaim . i. 3ati.aed. In 
„Kh.tcrdo«„o,«acha„yccMi.lonals.^ba.odo„.ooadi.ionofayiold 

„aaodo„thcprec=di>>garg»n,oal.App.io«,«rospoc.W,„a,ntai.«,a. Kha.ordoo.no. 

a„.ioipa. c,ai,n,.andU,a.c.ain.lis in oondiUon for aUo»anoe.Sinoec,ai«Uand 13 depend 
f^^Cai™ ,. App.ioan.oon.o„dU.a.o,ain,. .2 and „ a«li1ccwi.oincondi,ionfoc.,.owa„co. 
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on the prcc»di.8 argumem,, A^UcaM. «spe«f* believe ,ha. a,, pcndin. 
e,a>..»^,Kc...i™appUe.io„™eeu.oaccep.a:.e.ca«Haro.,Uow«..a«.U,e„fo„«<,.^^ 

r.^^. .cUon. If Examiner believe. «,a. aayU^n, funlKr would behclpru. .o plaee .be 
application inbell^eondition for allow«K^Applican,sinviU.U,eE.aminertoconUe. 

Appllcan.=-«^re»a.a«vca.*e.elopho„e„umberlis,edbelow.TbeDirco.oH.her=by 
authori.«) lo eharge and/or credit Deposit Aceount No. OWMSfi. 



Date: 




Khoi D. Nguyen 
Registration No. 47,820 



ScJuneiser, Olsen & Walls 
3UarJclLanc, Suite 201 
Latham, New York 1211 0 
(518)220-1850 
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